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ARTICLES 
GREEDY INSTITUTIONS: THE IMPORTANCE OF INSTITU- 

TIONAL CONTEXT FOR TEACHING IN HIGHER EDUCATION* 

This article focuses on how the institutional contexts of colleges and universi- 
ties shape these "greedy institutions." We look at the current social, political, 
and economic trends affecting all postsecondary institutions, specifically the 
forces that encourage "greediness." We examine the literature on structural 
arenas that influence teaching in higher education, including type of institution 
and departmental level characteristics, considering how the varied structural 
features of institutions and departments shape the conditions of academic life 
and demands placed on faculty. We identify the features of the institutional 
context that can help faculty manage demands on their time and enhance 
teaching and learning. The article closes with identification of areas for future 
inquiry and a challenge to sociologists to contribute to an examination of the 
contextual forces that shape the work lives of faculty and students. 
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THE LATE HANS MAUKSCH, in establishing 
the original American Sociological Associa- 
tion Projects on Teaching in 1974, set forth 
three foci: the content we teach, the training 
we need to teach effectively, and the con- 

texts in which we teach. Each topic became 
a task group that worked mightily to pro- 
duce materials and offer workshops. It is 
the third topic that remains the least devel- 
oped yet the most sociological. "To a sig- 
nificant-indeed crucial-degree, the 
teacher's performance, behavior and orien- 
tation are the products of contextual forces 
and conditions. Teacher performance and 
teaching process can be viewed as depend- 
ent variables, and the institutional, discipli- 
nary, and societal forces as independent 
variables" (Mauksch and Howery 1986:73; 
see also Goldsmid and Wilson [1980] 1985 
and McGee 1971). More recently, Kuh and 
Hu (2001) find that "institutional context 
[has an effect on] learning productivity." 
Their study found that different types of 
institutions had different levels of "student 
quality of effort, engagement in good prac- 

*The genesis of this paper came at a work- 
shop on the Scholarship of Teaching and Learn- 
ing at James Madison University, July 20-23, 
2000, supported by the American Sociological 
Association, The Carnegie Academy for the 
Advancement of Teaching, and James Madison 
University. This manuscript represents a col- 
laborative effort; order of authorship was deter- 
mined through a random draw. Please address 
all correspondence to Mary Wright, Center for 
Research on Learning and Teaching, 3300 
School of Education, Ann Arbor, MI 48109; 
e-mail: mcwright@umich.edu. 

Editor's note: The reviewers were, in 
alphabetical order, Steven Brint, James Dowd, 
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tices, and gains from college" (p. 22). 
In this paper, we take up Mauksch's chal- 

lenge and examine the scholarship on struc- 
tural arenas that influence teaching in higher 
education. We draw on scholarship in and 
about sociology as well as the general litera- 
ture on teaching and learning at the college 
or university level. Studying formal organi- 
zations, Coser (1974) coined the term 
"greedy institutions" to refer to organiza- 
tions that place high demands on employ- 
ees. Greedy institutions "seek exclusive and 
undivided loyalty, and they attempt to re- 
duce the claims of competing roles and 
status positions on those they wish to en- 
compass within their boundaries" (p. 4). 

The greediness of postsecondary institu- 
tions is evident in the multiple, and often 
exclusive, roles that are expected of faculty, 
including but not limited to: excellence in 
classroom teaching, accessibility to individ- 
ual students outside of class, high-quality 
advisement, productivity in traditional re- 
search or other creative endeavors, acquisi- 
tion of internal and external funding, ser- 
vice to the discipline, service to the depart- 
ment, service to the institution, and service 
to the community (McMillin and Berberet 
2002; Schuster and Wheeler 1990). The 
demand characteristic of these occupational 
components is evident by the extent to 
which these roles are found regularly in 
faculty evaluation systems (Braskamp and 
Ory 1994; Fairweather 1993; Seldin 1999). 

Even institutions that allow significant 
autonomy in the ways in which roles are 
performed may be greedy in the amount of 
time required for successful role perform- 
ance. Faculty workloads considerably ex- 
ceed a typical workweek. In reviewing past 
theory and research on faculty workloads, 
Meyer (1998) concludes that "whatever the 
type of institution, faculty seem to work 
over 40 hours per week at their jobs and 
often exceed 50 hours per week" (p. 40). 
This greediness varies by institution type, 
ranging from an average of 47 hours per 
week at public two-year institutions to 57 
hours per week at public research institu- 
tions (p. 41). As expectations develop for 

increased faculty-undergraduate contact, 
writing requirements and measurable stu- 
dent learning (Kuh and Hu 2001), the 
greediness of postsecondary institutions for 
faculty time can be expected to increase. 

Our goal is to provide a review of some 
of the theory and research in these arenas 
and suggest directions for future inquiry. 
This article is organized into four sections. 
We start by examining some of the forces 
that lead to institutional "greediness" by 
locating the system of higher education 
within the historical and contemporary so- 
cial world of the United States: Briefly, 
what are some of the social, political, and 
economic trends affecting all postsecondary 
institutions, albeit in varied ways? Our sec- 
ond and third arenas are the institution and 
department: How do varied structural fea- 
tures of institutions and departments shape 
the conditions of academic life and the types 
of demands that are placed on faculty? Fi- 
nally, we turn our attention to features of 
the institutional context that help instructors 
manage the many demands on their time 
and enhance teaching and learning. 

As broad as the topic of institutional con- 
text is, it is necessary to narrow our treat- 
ment to a manageable size. Related institu- 
tional features or trends beyond the scope of 
this article include increases in developmen- 
tal education and academic support services 
for students, general education and other 
curriculum reform, increased emphasis on 
diversity and multiculturalism, demographic 
changes in students, and renewed interest in 
service learning opportunities (Calhoun 
1999; DeZure 2000). Additional institu- 
tional features that have been addressed 
comprehensively in Teaching Sociology 
include the impact of technological ad- 
vances on instruction (Benson et al. 2002), 
assessment of student learning (Weiss et al. 
2002), and faculty evaluation (Lucal et al. 
2003). 

Our conclusions point to the continued 
relevance of Mauksch's original call for 
examination of "the products of contextual 
forces and conditions." Indeed, in several 
areas, there is limited scholarship on which 
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to base conclusions about the impact of 
structure and context on teaching and learn- 
ing (see Pescosolido and Aminzade 1999). 
We hope to stimulate further interest and 
work in the scholarship of teaching and 
learning from a structural perspective. 

SOCIETAL TRENDS AND INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

In their classic study of academic hiring at 
prestigious institutions, Caplow and McGee 
(1958) describe a postsecondary educational 
marketplace where teaching is superceded 
by a candidate's other qualifications and 
social ties: "Where men [and women] are 
hired to teach only on the basis of their re- 
search productivity, what happens to teach- 
ing? With the exception of some humanities 
departments and a few atypical natural sci- 
ence and social science departments, the 
answer to this query takes two general 
forms: (1) Teaching doesn't matter - it isn't 
important; and (2) There's nothing to worry 
about - any Ph.D. can teach" (pp. 135-6).' 
In 1973, Peter Blau argued that universities 
that train doctoral students emphasize teach- 
ing much less than do colleges because of 
differing promotion procedures and social 
groups that create an environment prioritiz- 
ing research. 

However, in the past decade, the postsec- 
ondary environment has been affected by a 
trend, partly precipitated by Boyer's (1990) 
Scholarship Reconsidered, to recapture 
teaching as a valuable faculty activity and to 
recognize that faculty benefit from being 
taught how to teach. This trend is evidenced 
by increasing numbers of Preparing Future 
Faculty (PFF) programs at institutions and 
departments around the nation, increases in 
faculty development centers and programs, 
changing faculty attitudes about undergradu- 
ate education (Wilson 2002), new attention 
to teaching within the faculty roles and re- 
wards structure (e.g., Arreola 2000), and a 
reconceptualization of teaching as scholarly 
activity (e.g., Hutchings and Shulman 

'See Burke (1988) for a replication of this 
study that finds similar recruitment patterns. 

1999). While the American Sociological 
Association has been ahead of the trend by 
formally supporting the teaching of sociol- 
ogy for almost 30 years, its workshops, 
consultants, journal on teaching (Teaching 
Sociology), teaching materials for sale, and 
section on teaching and learning are charac- 
teristic of what other disciplinary associa- 
tions are now offering or developing for 
their members (Carnegie Academy 2002). 

But the question is, have institutional pri- 
orities changed significantly in the past dec- 
ade as a result of these trends? Or, has em- 
phasis on good teaching simply been added 
to faculty members' research responsibili- 
ties at research institutions? Conversely, has 
a higher bar for teaching excellence been 
set at "teaching institutions" without institu- 
tional support for attaining the higher stan- 
dard? 

Several pieces of evidence provide some 
answers to these questions. Milem, Berger, 
and Dey (2000) find that "faculty at nearly 
every type of institution are spending more 
time engaged in research and more time 
teaching and preparing to teach" (p. 467). 
These researchers compared data on faculty 
time allocation from institutions in five Car- 
negie classifications from 1972 to 1992. 
Their findings include "a general and sig- 
nificant increase in the amount of time spent 
engaged in research in all four-year institu- 
tions" (p. 465), and "[a]cross the system of 
higher education...a significant increase in 
the amount of time faculty reported allocat- 
ing to teaching and preparing to teach" (p. 
467). Thus, it is not surprising that faculty 
in UCLA's Higher Education Research In- 
stitute 1998/99 survey identified "lack of 
personal time" and "time pressures" as the 
two top sources of stress in their lives (The 
Department Chair 2000:17). This suggests 
that increasing demands on faculty have not 
been accompanied by structural changes 
providing support for those tasks. 

Additionally, market pressures and politi- 
cal calls for accountability are placing de- 
mands on institutions and instructors. Mar- 
ket forces and business practices influence 
decisions within the institution that can af- 
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feet staffing and other resources needed for 
teaching and learning. According to data 
collected by the American Association of 
University Professors on faculty retrench- 
ment, in the decade from 1980 to 1990, 
resource disparities widened as wealthy 
academic units received additional funding 
and the budgets of poorer areas were cut 
(Slaughter 1993). Faculty in fields posi- 
tioned close to the market and located 
within the broad political discourse on 
"productivity" were generally retained, 
while those who were unable or unwilling 
to participate in the discourse of the market, 
productivity, and competitiveness were cut 
(Slaughter 1993).2 This movement of re- 
sources could have direct negative implica- 
tions for teaching and learning in sociology 
and other disciplines not typically consid- 
ered to be highly related to the market and 
productivity. Additional market pressures 
include the competition from providers of 
advanced learning opportunities that are 
outside traditional higher educational insti- 
tutions (DeZure 2000). 

Related to these trends are the pressures 
for accountability from various societal con- 
stituencies, including legislators and ac- 
creditation agencies (Cross 2001; DeZure 
2000). Some of these pressures are particu- 
larly important for public institutions. States 
are now drafting plans intended to achieve 
clearly defined objectives, with mechanisms 
designed to hold higher-education officials 
responsible for meeting specific goals. For 
example, the latest revision of Missouri's 
plan links the amount of state money public 
colleges receive to how well they meet cri- 
teria such as raising graduation rates. Vir- 
ginia's Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher 
Education calls for linking state support to 
efficiency and encourages closer ties be- 
tween colleges and businesses. The goal, in 
each case, is to measure the value added by 
the institution (Schmidt 2000). Both these 
demands, market and political, have only 
exacerbated traditional pressures on the 
professoriate and have meant that newcom- 

2For salary trends, see also Scott and Bere- 
man (1992). 

ers enter the academy under greater stress 
to perform than did their predecessors. 

INSTITUTIONAL-LEVEL 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Within this societal context, postsecondary 
institutions face challenges and opportuni- 
ties that are specifically related to their par- 
ticular institutional characteristics. Although 
some argue that "the research model has 
come to pervade all types of institutions of 
higher education" ("Why Is Research the 
Rule?" 2000:53), there are indications that 
striking differences still exist in how aca- 
demic roles are operationalized by institu- 
tional type. For example, a 1998 study finds 
that seven of eight research university fac- 
ulty-but fewer than one in five liberal arts 
professors-indicated that research is the 
primary standard for promotion and tenure 
(Finkelstein, Seal, and Schuster 1998). 
Thus, it is not surprising that research uni- 
versity faculty report the least consensus- 
and community college faculty the most- 
that teaching effectiveness is the primary 
criterion for promotion at their institutions 
(Leslie 2002). 

The impact of size and mission is perhaps 
more significant than the shared facets of 
the faculty role among schools of differing 
size. The recent National Survey on Student 
Engagement (2001) finds that these struc- 
tural features significantly affect student 
learning, through outcomes such as level of 
academic challenge, active and collaborative 
learning, student interactions with faculty 
members, enriching educational experi- 
ences, and supportive campus environment. 
Nonetheless, the greediness of academic 
institutions remains a commonality; the de- 
mands on faculty time are high, frequently 
conflicting, and often problematic to good 
teaching, even in "teaching-oriented" insti- 
tutions. 

One way of gauging variation and change 
in the type of greediness found in institu- 
tions of higher learning is to examine adver- 
tisements for academic positions. Rau and 
Baker (1989) compared job listings in the 
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ASA Employment Bulletin in 1977 and 1987 
and concluded that there was a decline in 
the importance of teaching and an increase 
in the importance of research and grant ac- 
tivity across institution type during that time 
period. Adding 1997 to the analysis, how- 
ever, Kain (2000) reported two important 
findings: First, across institution type, the 
most recent decade had seen a significant 
increase in the proportion of advertisements 
that list both teaching and research in the 
job description. Second, there is a strong 
linear relationship between institution type 
and the probability that the job description 
will list only teaching activities. Fewer than 
1 in 10 of the research university advertise- 
ments were this type, while fully 7 in 10 of 
the Baccalaureate II advertisements listed 
only teaching. However, Mahaffy and 
Caffrey (2003) found that while most de- 
partments in sociology indicate a preference 
for teaching experience, "few request spe- 
cific evidence of teaching effectiveness in 
their job advertisements" and, furthermore, 
"research-oriented institutions are less likely 
to request teaching credentials" (p. 203). 
These analyses of job advertisements illus- 
trate that, from the very beginning of the 
hiring process, type of institution affects the 
demands that are placed on faculty mem- 
bers. 

We now turn to three different institu- 
tional types as we discuss further how insti- 
tutional culture, mission, type, and size 
affect demands on faculty and influence 
teaching. These three categories are ideal 
types; in reality, institutional type is better 
understood as situated on a continuum or in 
a Venn diagram rather than as discrete. 

Teaching-Oriented Institutions 
Liberal arts and community college teachers 
are immersed in cultures where collective 
goals take precedence over individual ones. 
Borrowing from Gouldner's (1957) typol- 
ogy, a greater proportion of faculty at these 
institutions would be classified as "locals," 
with an eye to the immediate college con- 
text, rather than as "cosmopolitan," with an 
orientation to one's discipline. Caught up in 

an open-ended service mission and an all- 
encompassing commitment to students' well 
being, locals play an almost endless number 
of roles. This sense of intense personal ser- 
vice nonetheless may be coupled with ambi- 
guity about how it will be rewarded, how it 
is linked to professional growth, and 
whether it is possible "to do it all" (R. A. 
Wright 1986; Tierney and Rhoads 1994). 

Small-college teachers juggle dual refer- 
ence groups. Already burdened with many 
expectations for ways to contribute to col- 
lege life, the faculty member must repress 
disciplinary identity for the good of the col- 
lege, operate under the governance of a 
dean outside his/her discipline, and find 
professional support in interdisciplinary 
groups. At the same time, professional so- 
cialization and a sense of identity and 
growth in the discipline are necessary for 
scholarly contributions and desirable for 
self-esteem derived from professional iden- 
tity (see Sacks and Weiner 1978). 

While most small colleges are teaching 
institutions, administrators recognize that 
the professional rewards of each discipline 
are gained by research activity. From the 
1970s to the 1990s, the greatest propor- 
tional increases in reported time spent on 
teaching occurred in liberal arts and two- 
year colleges, but these institutional types 
also witnessed a coincident rise in research 
hours (Milem, Berger, and Dey 2000). A 
recent survey of baccalaureate-granting in- 
stitutions found that faculty at selective lib- 
eral arts colleges were most likely to have 
both strong research and teaching orienta- 
tions (Astin 2000). Thus, small colleges are 
characterized by a dual value structure. 

Some small-college faculty handle the 
competing demands of this dual structure by 
retreating from the discipline altogether, not 
attending professional meetings, not writing 
for scholarly publications, or throwing all 
their eggs in the basket of service to the 
college. But for many, there is a continual 
struggle to maintain and build connections 
to their disciplines while meeting the de- 
mands for service and commitment to indi- 
vidual students made by their institutions 
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(Bourque 2000). Moreover, while teaching 
is in the institutional reward structure as the 
activity of paramount importance for small- 
college faculty, there may be few resources 
to assist faculty to improve their teaching 
(Schuster and Wheeler 1990; Spangler et al. 
1991). 

Research-Oriented Institutions 
Faculty at research institutions may be clas- 
sified as "cosmopolitan," with disciplinary- 
based orientations that guide their teaching 
and other professional work (Gouldner 
1957; see also Tierney and Rhoads 1994). 
In cosmopolitan, research-oriented institu- 
tions, teaching accomplishments remain 
private and less important for promotion 
and tenure standards (Seldin 1990). Indeed, 
research universities are much more am- 
biguous in their institutional messages about 
teaching expectations and norms than are 
other types of institutions (Braxton, Bayer, 
and Finkelstein 1992; Braxton and Berger 
1999; Quinn 1994; Woods 1999). Few re- 
search universities establish and maintain 
clear, shared criteria that would constitute a 
standard for good teaching (Tierney and 
Bensimon 1996). When asked "How impor- 
tant are observations of your teaching by 
colleagues and/or administrators for grant- 
ing tenure in your department?" those in 
research universities were least likely to 
find it important, compared to faculty in all 
institutional types (Boyer 1990). In their 
sample of tenure and promotion policies at 
representative colleges and universities na- 
tionwide, the Harvard Project on Faculty 
Appointments found no Research I institu- 
tions that required, or made optional, a 
classroom observation, and only one Re- 
search II institution provided it as an option 
for tenure review (O'Meara 2000). 

With an institutional reward structure that 
requires faculty to create an independent 
research program and seek external fund- 
ing, devoting time and energy to teaching 
can be difficult. Indeed, from the early 
1970s to 1990s, research university faculty 
reported that while time allocated to teach- 
ing dropped insignificantly, hours devoted 

to research increased by 6 percent (Milem, 
Berger, and Dey 2000). In the last decade, 
role demands may have grown: One recent 
study finds that research universities have 
been "requiring students to do more reading 
and writing and making faculty members 
more accessible" (Kuh and Hu 2001:22). 
Without a concomitant de-emphasis on re- 
search in the reward structure, increasing 
stress on teaching at research universities 
will only add to their greediness. 

The particular nature of greediness at 
research-oriented institutions creates par- 
ticular problems for new faculty: Braxton 
and Berger (1999) indicate that new faculty 
in research institutions adjust with less facil- 
ity to their instructional roles than do new 
faculty in teaching colleges. This difficulty 
may stem from new faculty's low ratings of 
their department's collegiality and lack of 
teaching advice (Boice 1991). Further, re- 
search university department chairs, who 
could direct new faculty to the teaching 
resources they need, often perceive them- 
selves as being more supportive than do 
new faculty (Whitt 1991). 

Comprehensive Institutions 
Some would argue that the greediest institu- 
tions of all are the comprehensive institu- 
tions, or what the Carnegie Foundation now 
classifies as "master's colleges and universi- 
ties." Carnegie defines this category as 
"institutions [that] typically offer a wide 
range of baccalaureate programs and...are 
committed to graduate education through 
the master's degree" (Carnegie Foundation 
2000). There is evidence that these institu- 
tions expect from their faculty the service 
and faculty-student contact characteristic of 
small teaching colleges as well as the re- 
search productivity and external grants ac- 
quisition (albeit in reduced quantity) charac- 
teristic of research universities (e.g., 
Brownlee and Limon 1990). Indeed, from 
the early 1970s to the 1990s, faculty at 
comprehensives reported that the time they 
allocated to research grew by 20 percent, 
even while time devoted to teaching also 
increased significantly (Milem, Berger, and 
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Dey 2000). 
The comprehensive colleges and universi- 

ties have a unique history in that from the 
mid-1960s to mid-1970s they changed from 
being primarily teacher-training schools and 
technical institutes to taking on a variety of 
roles related to community needs, changing 
labor markets, and declining finances within 
higher education (Finnegan and Gamson 
1996; Harcleroad and Ostar 1987; Spangler 
et al. 1991). The comprehensives took on, 
or continued, the task of providing profes- 
sional and applied programs (Geiger 1980), 
but at the same time began hiring more fac- 
ulty with Ph.D.s and began valuing schol- 
arly research in addition to prior emphasis 
on teaching excellence (Finnegan and Gam- 
son 1996). 

In the 1997 National Survey of Faculty, 
significant proportions of faculty at master's 
institutions reported that research activity 
counts more toward faculty advancement 
than it did five years ago (Huber 1998). The 
survey also found that faculty at baccalaure- 
ate and master's institutions spent more 
hours preparing to teach than at other classi- 
fications of colleges and universities, in- 
cluding community colleges (Huber 1998). 
Further, this faculty taught more hours per 
week than instructors at every other classifi- 
cation except community colleges. 

Comprehensive colleges and universities 
have increasing student populations, espe- 
cially from underrepresented groups and 
academically underprepared groups 
(Spangler et al. 1991). These changes in 
student populations have coincided with an 
increasing demand for quality teaching, in 
an era of declining resources. As Spangler 
et al. note, "The desire for quality exists 
not only among students but also faculty, 
administrators, governing boards, and legis- 
lators, while its nature and measurability 
remain in dispute and the funds to provide it 
become increasingly scarce in many states" 
(p. 25). 

The decline in resources, coupled with 
competing emphases on quality teaching and 
greater research productivity, contributes to 
a greediness in the comprehensives that led 

Spangler et al. (1991) to observe, "Faculty 
members at comprehensive institutions will 
probably have to undertake research as best 
they can in addition to their teaching loads" 
(p. 32). 

While the character or priority of the de- 
mands on faculty time and abilities varies 
by type of institution, the evidence suggests 
that expectations are rising in all institutions 
(e.g., Milem et al. 2000; Huber 1998; Kuh 
and Hu 2001; Tierney and Rhodes 1994). 
Whether new expectations for quality teach- 
ing are added to traditional expectations for 
disciplinary research and grant-writing or 
new expectations for research are added to 
traditional expectations for quality teaching, 
the result is an increase in faculty workload 
that fits Coser's (1974) definition of 
"greedy institution." 

DEPARTMENTAL-LEVEL 
CHARACTERISTICS 

When we move from the institutional to the 
departmental context, a variety of factors 
come into play, given the importance of the 
department culture and the department as a 
decision-making unit. In all but the smallest 
colleges, the department most immediately 
influences faculty and student experience; 
institutional policies and practices are fil- 
tered through and interpreted by colleagues 
in one's department (Edwards 1999). Al- 
though faculty members often explain the 
variations within their college or university 
based on disciplinary differences, they also 
are shaped by departmental histories, tradi- 
tions, norms, and composition. 

Departments often perceive the larger 
institution to be greedy and may give lip 
service to "protecting their own," but many 
of the demands on faculty originate with 
their departments or are implemented by the 
departments. Departmental personnel com- 
mittees, along with chairs, are the first tier 
in communicating performance standards 
and determining how much is enough for 
contract renewal, promotion, and discre- 
tionary pay increases. However, one fre- 
quently neglected topic in this discussion is 
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the standard for effective teaching (M. 
Wright 2002). 

A decade ago, an American Sociological 
Association/Association of American Col- 
leges task force wrote Liberal Learning and 
the Sociology Major, addressing curriculum 
planning within departments to achieve 
"study in depth" (Eberts et al. 1990). At 
least 6 of the 13 recommendations to de- 
partments specifically focused on teaching 
and learning issues, such as alignment be- 
tween students' needs and departments' 
goals and practices, promotion of active 
learning, and development of data analysis, 
communication, and higher-order thinking 
skills. 

The ASA Council endorsed the report and 
encouraged departments to adopt its recom- 
mendations. From the very beginning there 
were hints that implementation of these rec- 
ommendations might not be easy. A number 
of factors constrain departments from work- 
ing toward the goals of the report, includ- 
ing: 

1) a lack of agreement on the proper content 
of the introductory courses, 2) the way we 
currently teach introductory sociology, 3) 
pressure from the University to service as 
many students as possible, 4) the popularity of 
sociology courses as upper-division electives, 
and 5) our willingness to allow professors to 
teach whatever they wish. (Schwartz 
1990:488) 

Many of these barriers point to the need 
for more discussions of instructional issues. 
However, the level of collegial trust within 
departments is a factor in initiating and sus- 
taining such discussions. If faculty members 
do not trust their colleagues, they may fear 
that attention to good teaching will raise 
suspicions of inadequate attention to schol- 
arship or that voicing concerns about teach- 
ing indicates a deficiency in teaching ability 
(Benezet 1977; Kramer 2001; Tierney 
1997). A high level of mutual trust is 
needed to collectively pursue discussions of 
(and perhaps research in) teaching (e.g., a 
"discipline-based faculty group" advocated 
by Cross and Steadman 1996:xiii). The 

level of trust needed is possibly higher for 
teaching discussions than for discussions of 
research where a product is created that can 
be separated from the researcher in a way 
that teaching cannot be separated from the 
teacher. 

Departments' demographic profiles (e.g., 
racial/ethnic and gender diversity) may in- 
fluence trust among colleagues (Kanter 
1977; R. Kramer 1995). For example, 
Boice (1993) found that white male new- 
comers were, on average, more involved on 
their campuses than were women or faculty 
of color. Furthermore, he found that such 
involvement was an important predictor of 
faculty success. Men and women, at both 
junior and senior faculty levels, reported 
significantly different experiences in some 
areas of faculty life related to professional 
achievement. In their study of campus cli- 
mate at one large university, Bronstein and 
Farnsworth (1998) found that gendered ex- 
periences provided one set of challenges to 
developing trust. The sense of exclusion 
that women and racial/ethnic minorities 
often experience (Alexander-Snow and 
Johnson 1999; Tierney and Bensimon 1996; 
Trautvetter 1999) is detrimental to forming 
a trusting social network for teaching. 

These findings point up the difficulty of 
cracking the departmental culture of "don't 
ask, don't tell" when it comes to teaching. 
Since departmental (let alone inter- 
departmental) instructional discussions are 
relatively rare, the norm of teaching as per- 
sonal and private must be very strong. 
Leaving teaching as an unshared and unana- 
lyzed activity contributes to the greediness 
of the institution and departments. When the 
amount of time and mental effort required 
to teach well remains unarticulated, faculty 
time outside class is defined as "free" for 
committee meetings, grant writing, research 
projects, curriculum development, and even 
"extra service" courses (Berberet and 
McMillin 2002). 

The consequences of unmet institutional 
expectations for quality performance in 
teaching, research, grant writing, service, 
and other demands on faculty time are cur- 
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rently less severe for tenured faculty than 
for junior faculty. While their inability to 
meet expectations or to sufficiently docu- 
ment that they have met expectations may 
deprive tenured faculty members of promo- 
tion, their employment remains secure. 
However, with continued requirements for 
accountability, calls for post-tenure review, 
and pressures to take on new roles (e.g., 
fundraising, alumni relations, and commu- 
nity outreach), the effects of institutional 
greediness on senior faculty may become 
more similar to those for junior faculty. 

CONTEXTS THAT ENHANCE 
TEACHING AND LEARNING 

Given the demands placed on faculty and 
the constraints on their instructional roles, 
what does encourage the professoriate to 
spend time and effort on teaching? In this 
section, we focus on three contextual fea- 
tures that enhance teaching and learning: 
instructional development initiatives, influ- 
ences on collaborative teaching culture at 
the department level, and national organiza- 
tions and initiatives committed to the schol- 
arship of teaching. How these structural 
features are integrated into the professional 
life of the faculty and whether they are per- 
ceived as adding to, rather than assisting 
with, the demands on faculty time and effort 
varies by individual institution and depart- 
ment. Systematic study is needed to investi- 
gate this probable variation. 

Instructional Development 
Instructional development refers to a wide 
range of activities, at a variety of levels, 
through which an institution aims to im- 
prove teaching and curriculum and, subse- 
quently, to enhance student learning. The 
structure of such activities ranges from very 
informal and decentralized (such as faculty 
teaching the same course who meet over 
coffee to discuss teaching issues) to more 
formal and centralized (as in institutes of- 
fered by teaching centers), and from short- 
term (e.g., a one-hour presentation) to long- 

term (e.g., year-long mentoring programs) 
(Chism and Szabo 1996; Paulsen and 
Feldman 1995; Seldin 1995; Weiner 1990; 
W. Wright 1995). Research shows those 
faculties who utilize instructional develop- 
ment centers or are involved in inter- 
departmental mentoring programs tend to 
bypass many instructional difficulties (Boice 
1992; Cox 1997). 

Surveys of faculty developers indicate that 
successful practices are closely tied to sup- 
portive institutional characteristics: recogni- 
tion of teaching in tenure and promotion 
decisions, deans/heads who foster impor- 
tance of teaching responsibilities, centers to 
promote effective instruction, mentoring 
programs and support for new faculty, and 
faculty grants to devise new approaches to 
teaching (Wright and O'Neil 1995; see also 
Chism and Szabo 1996; Eleser and Chauvin 
1998; Sandy et al. 2000; Stanley, Porter 
and Szabo 1997; Woods 1999). 

Related to the emergence of instructional 
development committees and centers on 
campuses is the recent attention being given 
to systems of faculty roles and rewards 
(Hutchings and Shulman 1999). This inter- 
est in rethinking faculty evaluation systems 
probably derives from a convergence of 
recent trends, including the "rediscovery" 
of teaching as an important activity, assess- 
ment (as distinguished from evaluation), 
and the market pressures mentioned earlier. 
At least one of the proposed systems 
(Arreola 2000) allows for individually 
weighting the various faculty roles accord- 
ing to the faculty member's strengths, en- 
courages the use of multiple sources of in- 
formation about teaching effectiveness, and 
suggests that the first step in using the sys- 
tem is for the institution to examine what it 
values. If this is characteristic of the "new" 
development and evaluation systems, it may 
provide an important step toward managing 
the greedy institution's demands on the fac- 
ulty. 

Department Culture 
While campus-wide resources can make a 
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significant contribution to the practice of 
teaching, there is no substitute for locally 
informed conversation and collaboration at 
the department and program level. Struc- 
tured planning meetings with department 
chairs (accompanied by meaningful re- 
wards), opportunities for team teaching, 
frequent discussions of pedagogy, staffing 
of introductory courses by senior faculty, 
and peer observation have been shown to 
play a powerful role in constructing a cul- 
ture of teaching (Boice 1993; Cuban 1999; 
Smith and Smith 1993; Tierney and Rhoads 
1994). Institutions and departments need to 
"provide consistency, clarity, and commu- 
nication of reasonable performance expecta- 
tions," "ensure formal orientation, mentor- 
ing, and feedback," "offer flexibility and 
choice...in career tracks," and "afford sup- 
port for ongoing self-reflection and dialogue 
with colleagues" in order to maintain com- 
mitment and enthusiasm in their new faculty 
(Trower, Austin, and Sorcinelli 2001:6; see 
also Braskamp and Ory 1994). Graduate 
student completion rates are higher in de- 
partmental environments that students per- 
ceive as "warm and supportive"; depart- 
ments that were characterized "efficient and 
professional" had lower completion rates 
(Ferrer de Valero 2001). 

Four principles of successful collabora- 
tion are necessary to facilitate trust and pro- 
ductive interaction among departmental col- 
leagues (Chrislip and Larson 1994). First, it 
is important to bring people together to the 
table to solve problems and to keep every- 
one at the table. Second, establishment of 
confidence and participants' ownership in 
the credibility and effectiveness of the proc- 
ess is critical. Third, everyone (including 
those who hold divergent views) in the rele- 
vant community of interests must be in- 
cluded-in this case, everyone who has a 
stake in improving and understanding teach- 
ing and learning. Fourth, confidence can be 
sustained by protecting participants' belief 
in the process-relying upon the group to 
come up with appropriate responses and 
actions (Chrislip and Larson 1994). This 
process is possible when all participants are 

willing to look beyond narrow personal 
interests to the common good. If depart- 
mental collaboration about teaching is struc- 
tured in this way, it might foster trust, a 
greater openness to discuss teaching, and 
may lead to rethinking greedy departmental 
and institutional structures and rewards. 

Teacher preparation programs and infor- 
mal curricula modeling collegiality have 
developed recently in many Ph.D.-granting 
schools. They indicate a departmental cul- 
ture that recognizes the value of teaching 
and the need for growth and development of 
graduate students as future professionals. 
These programs-along with efforts to in- 
crease collegiality through workshops, 
study groups, faculty mentoring relation- 
ships, and colloquia-have a significant 
influence on intellectual growth, confi- 
dence, satisfaction, and career aspirations of 
graduate students (Keith and Moore 1995; 
Sullivan 1991). 

Research from the early 1990s found that 
the higher the prestige of the sociology de- 
partment (using the U.S. News and World 
Report's rankings), the less likely it was to 
have a teacher preparation or development 
program (Klug 1991; Pescosolido and 
Milkie 1995). However, this relationship 
may have changed dramatically in the last 
few years. Eighty-four percent of the top 51 
departments report some sort of instruc- 
tional preparation (Atkinson 2001). While it 
is difficult to judge the quality of these pro- 
grams, their increased presence may indi- 
cate a cultural shift in departments viewing 
such preparation as desirable. Additionally, 
through the nationwide Preparing Future 
Faculty (PFF) program, participating gradu- 
ate students are gaining exposure to a vari- 
ety of department cultures and the faculty 
person's multi-faceted role within them. 

Professional Organizations with Commit- 
ments to Teaching Scholarship 
Boyer (1990), his collaborator R. Eugene 
Rice (Director of the Forum on Faculty 
Roles and Rewards for the American Asso- 
ciation of Higher Education), and others 
have called for a new framework of scholar- 
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ship with more fluid and supportive do- 
mains that include teaching as scholarly 
activity, open to peer review. This is an 
important way for the demands of teaching 
to be legitimized within the greedy institu- 
tion. Peer-reviewed scholarly products of 
teaching give faculty professionally vali- 
dated visibility and portable credentials 
(Shulman 1989, 1993). 

Many disciplinary associations, including 
the American Sociological Association, evi- 
dence an increasing interest and involve- 
ment in quality teaching and in teaching as a 
scholarly activity (Huber and Morreale 
2002). While the ASA has long been sup- 
portive of teaching, some recent events sug- 
gest wider notice and acceptance of teaching 
as a valued activity and as a source of 
scholarship among its members. For exam- 
ple, the ASA section on Undergraduate 
Education recently changed its name to the 
Section on Teaching and Learning in Soci- 
ology. A thematic session on the scholar- 
ship of teaching and learning is planned for 
the 2004 national meeting. In 2000, for the 
first time, the Southern Sociological Soci- 
ety's annual meeting theme was "The 
Scholarship of Teaching," and this regional 
organization recently created its first award 
for teaching excellence. 

The Carnegie Academy for the Scholar- 
ship of Teaching and Learning (CASTL), in 
conjunction with other organizations, offers 
both tangible and philosophical support for 
individuals and campuses to advance the 
conversation about the role of teaching 
within the institution. The Carnegie-Pew 
Scholars program provides financial support 
for outstanding faculty to design research 
and investigate significant issues in the 
teaching and learning of their fields, and it 
provides the structure for these scholars to 
form an ongoing community to further ad- 
vance the profession of teaching and en- 
hance learning. Casting a wider net, 
CASTL offers networking opportunities and 
small grants to scholarly and professional 
societies to help them support their mem- 
bers in the scholarship on teaching and 
learning. 

Finally, at the institutional level, the 
CASTL Teaching Academy Campus Pro- 
gram, coordinated by the American Asso- 
ciation of Higher Education (AAHE), offers 
networking opportunities and a three-step 
process to assist campuses that want to pub- 
licly commit to fostering and supporting the 
scholarship of teaching and learning 
(Carnegie Academy 2002). In the latest 
phase of the Campus Program, cross- 
institutional partnerships to promote and 
apply the scholarship of teaching and learn- 
ing are being created and involve numerous 
institutions working in "clusters." 

Additional opportunities that cross both 
institutional and association boundaries are 
taking place. For example, coalitions of 
postsecondary institutions have recently 
organized, or co-organized, conferences 
focusing on faculty development related to 
teaching (Association of American Colleges 
and Universities 2002; Council of Public 
Liberal Arts Colleges 2001). The AAHE 
now hosts a special multi-day Colloquium 
on the Scholarship of Teaching and Learn- 
ing before its annual meeting. AAHE also 
sponsors an annual Summer Institute for 
teams from 30-50 institutions to work on 
institutional change projects. In recent 
years, many of these projects have dealt 
with scholarly teaching or the scholarship of 
teaching. 

CONCLUSION 

How the emerging trends that we have men- 
tioned will play out in the context of the 
greedy institution of higher education is 
difficult to predict. To what extent will the 
resurgence of attention to teaching and 
learning add to demands on faculty? Under 
what conditions might expectations be reor- 
ganized to recognize and reward the work 
of teaching? Will the emerging assessment 
culture, the potential changes in faculty re- 
ward systems, and technological changes in 
instruction, among other trends, eventually 
lead to faculty working more efficiently 
with a set of clearly defined and prioritized 
outcomes? What variables might affect how 
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the implementation of these trends interacts 
with the expanding workload of faculty? 
What other institutional characteristics af- 
fect student experiences and learning, and 
in what ways? 

What can be done to reconcile the needs 
of greedy institutions with the individual's 
desire for balance? As this article has indi- 
cated, structural support for teaching and 
learning can create institutional contexts that 
promote professional development and so- 
cialization of new faculty. As a community 
of sociologists, we can contribute to more 
effective professional socialization of gradu- 
ate students and junior faculty, to the crea- 
tion of institutional and departmental con- 
texts that support teaching and learning, to a 
reward structure better aligned between 
institutional goals and faculty talents, and to 
high-quality work on the scholarship of 
teaching and learning. No other discipline is 
so well positioned to study the effect of the 
structure of the academy on teaching and 
learning outcomes. 
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